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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-47 are pending in this application. Claim 32 is amended by the present 
amendment. As amended Claim 32 is supported by the original claims, no new matter is 
added. 

In the outstanding Official Action, the abstract was objected to; Claims 1-5, 23, 41, 42 
and 45-47 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as anticipated by Kenii (Japanese Patent 
No. 09-081416); Claims 17-22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as unpatentable over 
Kenii in view of Harrison (U.S. Patent No. 6,421,071); Claims 6-8 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Kenii in view of Kunio (Japanese Patent No. 09- 
006702); Claims 9-14 and 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Kenji in view of Kunio and further in view of Nakamura (U.S. Patent No. 6,381,565); Claim 
15 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Kenii in view of Kunio and 
further in view of Grev et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,40i;220, herein " Grev "): Claims 24-31, 32, 
and 34-40 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Kenji in view of 
Limon, Jr. et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,453,435, herein "Limon"). 

With regard to the objection to the Abstract, the abstract is amended herewith to 
comply with MPEP §608.01(b). Accordingly, the objection to the Abstract is believed to be 
overcome. 

With respect to the rejection of Claims 1, 3, 23, 41, 42, and 45-47 imder 35 U.S.C. 

§ 102(a) as anticipated by Kenji, that rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites a computer system comprising, inter alia: 

an editing section configured to generate operation file 
specifying functions performed by the peripheral equipment 
control section and the peripheral equipment communication 
section, the editing section configured to generate a process 



18 



Application No. 10/015,899 

Reply to Office Action of March 25, 2005 

procedure file specifying a procedure by the sequence control 
section, and a control file specifying a manner of controlling 
performed by the function control section, wherein the process 
procedure file and the control file are generated based upon 
input firom the inputting apparatus. 

The outstanding Office Action cited the test data file 23 of Kenii as an "operation 
file." However, not only does Kenii not describe an editor, but in fact Kenji clearly states 
that test data file 23 is "prepared beforehand."^ 

The Office Action then cited activation result file 24 of Kenii as "a process procedure 
file." However, Kenii describes that the activation result file 24 is created to store the data 
taken during operation. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the activation result file 
24 of Kenii is not "a process procedure file specifying a procedxire by the sequence control 
section," as recited in Claim 1. 

Finally, the outstanding Office Action cited the input data file 22 of Kenji as "a 
control file." However, Kenii describes that the input data file 22 is also "prepared 
beforehand."^ As Kenji does not describe any editor for editing any of the files described, it 
is respectfully submitted that Kenii does not include "an editing section" as recited in Claim 



As Kenji does not teach each and every element of Claim 1, Claim 1 (and Claim 2 
dependent therefrom) is not anticipated by Kenii and is patentable thereover. 
Claim 3 recites a software recombining method comprising, inter alia: 

providing an inspection item definition file configured 
to define an inspection item; 

reading the inspection item definition file; 

setting details of an inspection item in a memory; 

sequentially inspecting the details of the inspection item 
while reading the details from the memory; and 

editing the inspection item definition file when a 
different type of object is inspected. 



^See Kenji , paragraph 12. 
^See Kenji. paragraph 13. 
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It is respectfully submitted that "inputting the software for a test (program) into a 

control section" as described in Kenii does not teach "providing an inspection item definition 

file configured to define an inspection item." Further, as Kenii does not describe editing an 

inspection item definition file at all, it is respectfiiUy submitted that Kenii does not teach 

"editing the inspection item definition file when a different type of object is inspected," as 

recited in Claim 3. 

As Kenii does not teach each and every element of Claim 3, Claim 3 (and Claims 4-8 
dependent therefirom) is not anticipated by Kenii and is patentable thereover. 

Claim 23 recites a general-purpose inspecting system comprising, inter alia: 

a software recombining section configured to 
recombine a software of inspection use in accordance with a 
type of the object; and 

means for reading inspection progress information 
related to the object during simulation, said means for reading 
displays a resultant on a screen of a display unit. 

It is respectfully submitted that the recitation of "the test modification of small-scale 
reconstruction of software or a control unit" in Kenii does not teach "a software recombining 
section configured to recombine a software of inspection use in accordance with a type of the 
object," as recited in Claim 23. 

Further, as Kenji does not describe displaying a resultant on a screen of a display unit, 
it is respectfully submitted that Kenii does not teach "means for reading inspection progress 
information," as recited in Claim 23. 

As Kenji does not teach each and every element of Claim 23, Claim 23 is not 
anticipated by Kenii and is patentable thereover. 

As Claim 41 recites similar features to those of Claim 23 in method form, it is 
respectfully submitted that Claim 41 is patentable for at least the reasons described above 
with respect to Claim 23. 
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Claim 42 recites a general purpose inspecting system comprising, inter alia^ "means 
for determining in advance to transmission of the prescribed command whether an execution 
result of command processing will be abnormal by accessing the interface section and 
acquiring information of status of the controlled device." 

The outstanding Office Action asserted that paragraph 12 of Kenii discloses this 
feature. However, the control section 3 described in paragraph 12 of Kenii describes that 
commands are executed to perform a fiinction and to output the data of the activation result. 
There is no teaching to "determining in advance to transmission of the prescribed command 
whether an execution result of command processing will be abnormal." Accordingly, it is 
respectfiiUy submitted that there is no teaching in Kenii for "means for determining in 
advance," as recited in Claim 42. 

As Kenii does not teach each and every element of Claim 42, Claim 42 (and Claims 
43 and 44 dependent therefi-om) is not anticipated by Kenii and is patentable thereover. 

With regard to Claims 45-47, no portion of Kenji is cited as teaching any of the 
elements of these claims. Thus, it is respectfully submitted that a prima facie case of 
anticipation has not been made with respect to Claims 45-47. Accordingly, it is respectfiiUy 
requested that the present rejection be withdrawn. 

With respect to the rejection of Claims 1, 3, 23, 41, 42, and 45-47 under 35 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) as unpatentable over Kenii in view of Harrison, that rejection is respectfiiUy 
traversed. 

Claim 17 recites a general-purpose inspecting system comprising, inter alia^ "a 
sample data file generation section configured to generate a sample file having a smaller size 
than a size of the log file, said sample data file storing the sampled data." 

In contrast, Harrison describes a system for simultaneously displaying and comparing 
three log files. There is no teaching or suggestion in Harrison for generating a sample file 
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having a smaller size than a size of the log file or sampling a log file. Accordingly, it is 
respectfiilly submitted that neither Kenii nor Harrison teaches or suggests "a sample data file 
generation section" as recited in Claim 17. 

As the cited references do not teach or suggest each and every element of Claim 17, 
Claim 17 (and Claim 18 dependent therefi*om) is patentable over the cited references. 

As Claim 19 recites similar elements to Claim 17, it is respectfiilly submitted that 
Claim 19 (and Claim 20-22 dependent therefirom) is patentable for at least the reasons 
described above with respect to Claim 17. 

With regard to the rejection of Claims 6-8 as unpatentable over Kenii in view of 
Kunio , it is noted that Claims 6-8 are dependent firom Claim 3, and thus are believed to be 
patentable for the reasons discussed above. Further, it is respectfiilly submitted that Kunio 
does not cure any of the above-noted deficiencies of Kenii . Accordingly, it is respectfiilly 
submitted that Claims 6-8 are patentable over Kenji in view of Kxmio . 

With respect to the rejection of Claims 9-11 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as unpatentable 
over Kenii in view of Kunio and fiirther in view of Nakamura, that rejection is respectfiilly 
traversed. 

Claim 9 recites an inspecting apparatus comprising, inter alia: 

a displajdng device configured to display a list of the 
circuit baseboards; 

a determining device configured to determine a type of 
a circuit baseboard selected from the list via the displaying 
device; and 

a PLD file specifying device configured to refer to the 
correspondence information of the registering memory and 
specify an applicable PLD file based upon the circuit 
baseboard type; and 

a loading device configured to load the PLD with the 
applicable PLD file. 

It is respectfiilly submitted that paragraph 13 of Kenji does not describe the selection 
of a circuit baseboard from a list, much less "a determining device configured to determine a 
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type of a circuit baseboard selected from the list via the displaying device." It is further 
respectfully submitted that neither Kunio nor Nakamura disclose this element either. As the 
cited references do not teach or suggest each and every element of Claim 9, Claim 9 (and 
dependent Claims 12-16) is patentable over the cited references. 

Claims 10 and 1 1 recite "an ID reading device" and "an ID determination device," 
respectively. The outstanding Office Action does not cite any portion of any reference as 
teaching or suggesting these elements. Thus, it is respectfully submitted that prima facie case 
of obviousness has not been made with respect to Claims 10 and 1 1 (and dependent Claims 
12-16). Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the present rejection be withdrawn. 

Further, with regard to the rejection of Claim 15 as impatentable over Kenji in view of 
Kunio and further in view of Grey , it is noted that Claim 15 is dependent from Claim 14, and 
thus is believed to be patentable for the reasons discussed above. Further, it is respectfully 
submitted that Grev does not cure any of the above-noted deficiencies of Kenii and Kunio . 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that Claim 15 is patentable over Kenii in view of 
Kunio and further in view of Grev . 

With respect to the rejection of Claim 32 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as impatentable 
over Kenii in view of Limon, that rejection is respectfiiUy traversed. 

Claim 32 is amended to include the subject matter similar to that of Claim 23 in 
method form. It is beUeved to, therefore, be patentable for the reasons noted above. 

With regard to the rejection of Claims 24-31 as unpatentable over Kenii in view of 
Limon. it is noted that Claims 24-31 are dependent from Claim 23, and thus are beUeved to 
be patentable for the reasons discussed above. Further, it is respectfully submitted that 
Limon does not cure any of the above-noted deficiencies of Kenii , Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that Claims 24-31 are patentable over Kenji in view of Limon . 
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Finally, Claim 33 was not rejected in the outstanding Office Action. Thus, it is 
respectfully submitted that prima facie case of obviousness has not been made with respect to 
Claim 33 (and dependent Claims 34-40). Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that 
Claims 33-40 are in condition for allowance. 

Accordingly, in view of the present amendment, no further issues are believed to be 
outstanding and the present application is believed to be in condition for formal allowance. 
An early and favorable action to that effect is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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